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LAMBORGHINI
27 Jayson Avenue

                            Great Neck, New York, 11021
         516-829-8694
         mgross8694@aol.com

August 23, 2002
LAMBO #635

Docket Section
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
400 Seventh Street, SW
Washington, D.C.             20590

Re : 49 CFR  Part 541 Theft Prevention   -  Docket No. NHTSA-2002-12231 - NPRM
(RIN 2127-AI46)

Gentlemen:

On behalf of Automobili Lamborghini, S.p.A.(Lamborghini), I would like to submit the
following Comments on the Notice of Proposed Rule Making published in the Federal
Register Vol.67, No.123 of June 26, 2002 contained in Docket No. NHTSA-2002-12231
regarding amendments to 49 CFR Part 541 – Federal Motor Vehicle Theft Prevention.

COMMENTS

Currently, manufacturers’ vehicle model lines that can be established as “low-theft lines”
by petitioning NHTSA under Part 542, can be exempted from the parts marking
requirements of Part 541. Most Small Volume Manufacturers (SVM), like Lamborghini,
have used this method to obtain exemptions from the parts marking requirements as their
Theft Rates have been Zero or Near Zero for their virtual entire history in the United
States. (See attached File of NHTSA published Theft Data; which clearly shows that
Lamborghini, Ferrari, Rolls Royce and Bentley each have, for the last 10 years, a Theft
Rate of virtually Zero)

Extending the theft prevention standard to ALL passenger cars and MPVs, as proposed in
the NPRM, will require these and other SVMs to comply with the standard for the first
time.
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There are fixed costs associated with parts marking. With SVMs, these fixed costs would
be spread over a much smaller number of vehicles.

For most SVMs to implement parts marking as required in Part 541, they would have to
revamp their entire assembly process, as currently parts installed during assembly cannot
easily be coordinated to the final VIN in most cases. The cost of this, due in large part to
the low volumes involved, as well as the continued marking of each vehicle will cost
significantly more than the Congressionally Mandated $ 24.86 limit discussed in the
NPRM.

In the case of Lamborghini, our vehicles for the United States are not manufactured
consecutively. A vehicle for the United States might be followed by one for Europe, then
one for the Middle East, and so forth.  If so, then the logistics for the entire production
procedure, including deployment of personnel, storage of parts, supply to the assembly
line and the assembly process may have to be significantly revised.
Note that the costs projected in the Preliminary Regulatory Evaluation of March 2002
(PRE) projects labeling cost of "$3.14 for material and $2.89 for labor" per car. These
costs "were developed under the assumption of a high efficiency operation with 250,000
or more vehicles produced per year." PRE at p.10).  Thus, this analysis, and the cost
derived from it, is not applicable to the SVMs.  However, the analysis given for the cost
to an SVM is only an example, that being the cost of designing the label and the cost of a
printer of the label for a total of $6000 amortized over three years. However, labor costs
do not appear to be included in this example and none are provided (PRE p.10), unless of
course, the Agency assumes that the costs for applying labels "by hand" will only cost
$2.89 (PRE at p.10), even though labels must be affixed to the interior of the engine,
transmission, right front fender, left front fender, hood, right front door, left front door,
front bumper, rear bumper, right rear quarter panel and left rear quarter panel in a
location that is not likely to result in damage to the label by tools, collision or dealer
preparation per Part 541 Section 541.5 (d)(1)(ii)(a)(A) through (C). We believe that such
a cost estimate might greatly underestimate the cost of labor to Lamborghini and
probably for Ferrari, Rolls Royce, Bentley and other SVMs.
The perception that "at the very end of the assembly line, a quality control person goes
around the vehicle and attaches the adhesive labels to the applicable parts of the vehicle"
(PRE p.15) would not seem a practicable solution on complex vehicles such as
Lamborghini, Ferrari, Rolls Royce, Bentley, etc, given the regulation's requirement that
the labels be affixed to the interior of the part in an area not likely to subject the label to
destruction during dealer prep, collision or repair.  It might also stop the assembly line
each time a United States designated vehicle came to that point.
As parts marking the U.S. vehicles on the assembly line might substantially reduce
efficiency in production, the proposed regulation most probably will require labeling at
another site with supply to the assembly line becoming logistically even more complex
and expensive in terms of storage, equipment and personnel for most SVMs.
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PRIMARY ISSUE

The Small Volume Manufacturer “definition” of 500 vehicles/yr in 541.3 ( c ).

BACKGROUND

Defining Small Volume or Low Volume Manufacturers has in the past varied from 1000
vehicles/yr in the AALA to Part 555 with 10000 vehicles/yr to qualify and a limit of 2500
vehicles/yr allowed to be sold under any decision granted under Part 555.

Through comment and rulemaking, this has evolved over the years to reach the most
current compromise of 5000 vehicles/yr.

POINTS

- Small Volume Manufacturers or Low Volume Manufacturers - (SVMs) - have recently
been defined as 5000 vehicles/yr in FMVSS 208 regulation S.14.1(d) and in the Preamble
to the Final Rule in response to petitions for reconsideration of the FMVSS (208) set
forth at Fed. Reg. 65400-65401 issued December 18, 2001 and in the new regulation
governing Tire Pressure Monitoring Systems at FMVSS 138 S7.6 issued June 5, 2002.

- The Agency has traditionally tried to harmonize definitions that overlap different
Standards and Parts.

- Part 541, if it continues to use 500 vehicles/yr as the SVM definition, will be taking a
significant step backward from this harmonization position.

- EPA uses a definition of 15000 vehicles/yr for qualification as an SVM with a sub-
catagory of 5000 vehicles/yr for the maximum exemption benefits. [40 CFR Part
86.1845-04(b)(3) and Table S04-06]

- Therefore, use of a SVM definition of 5000 vehicles/yr seems to be a much more
consistent and logical approach that not only harmonizes with other most current
FMVSS, but also across agency boundaries.

- SVMs need to have a consistent definition in order to plan for proper compliance both
now and in the future. Matters become extremely complex if an SVM is small in one
place and large in another - particularly within the same agency and the same Part (i.e.,
571).

- As far as theft risk is concerned, vehicles generally produced by SVMs are luxury
vehicles such as high performance sports cars (i.e., Lamborghini and Ferrari) or luxury
sedans (i.e., Rolls Royce, Bentley). Most of these vehicles are not used daily. Often the
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annual vehicle miles traveled are extremely low. Owners of such expensive vehicles do
not have any reasons to buy replacement parts from someone who is not an authorized
dealer for the original manufacturer. On the contrary, any use of  “suspicious”
replacement parts could seriously detract from the vehicles’ resale value. As previously
mentioned, the attached File of NHTSA published Theft Data clearly shows that
Lamborghini, Ferrari, Rolls Royce and Bentley each have for the last 10 years a Theft
Rate of virtually Zero.

- The PRE also notes that a 2% reduction in theft rate would be a benefit. We believe that
manufacturers of 5000 or fewer vehicles can neither contribute to nor detract from that
benefit, given, for example that Lamborghini has had only one reported theft during the
period 1990 through 2000, based on the theft data published in the Federal Register.
Indeed, even if the threshold were increased to 5000 vehicles, the goal of the proposed
standard would neither be enhanced nor diminished, as our review of the attached tables,
published in the Federal Register, reveals that even the vast majority of model lines
having fewer than 5000 units have NO thefts.  Where thefts do occur, they are typically
2, 3 or 4 per annum and this is on a model line, not a manufacturer, basis. Therefore, we
feel an increase in the exempted limit from 500 vehicles per manufacturer to 5000
vehicles per manufacturer will certainly not cause any change in that overall 2 % benefit
threshold.

For LAMBORGHINI, while today we are under 500 vehicles/yr - the launch of a new,
higher volume model next fall will take us well above this level to 1200 - 1500 vehicles
/yr. Having to comply with Part 541 as a large volume manufacturer might cost
Lamborghini much more than the $ 24.86 (as adjusted to 2000 calendar year Dollars)
limit established in the 1984 Theft Act.
Ferrari, Rolls Royce and Bentley each are already selling vehicles in the United States at
well over the proposed 500 vehicles/yr limit.

CONCLUSION

In light of all the points presented above, Automobili Lamborghini, S.p.A. respectfully
requests that NHTSA change the proposed “…manufacturers fewer than 500 vehicles…”
limit contained in 49 CFR Part 541 Section 541.3(c) to “…manufacturers fewer than
5000 vehicles…”.

Very truly yours,

Michael J. Grossman
Designated Agent
LAMBORGHINI
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